Orm's "reform" was not, so far as I know, followed by anyone else. And this seems to have been the fate of all the well-meaning reformers that have set up the "only prop :r and sensible way" to spell English. Largelythere have been a few exceptions --whether the reformers' schemes have been minor or allencompassing, whether their new alphabets arc modifications of the one we now use or completely different, based on 1(And whoso will wish to write this book over again, I command him that he write it col--reedy, just as this book tcach:s him all the way through, in the way that it is in this first example with all such rhymes as it is here given, and with just as many words; and that he take care that he write a letter twice, everywhere that it is so written in this book. Let him take care that he write so, for he may not otherwise write the word correctly in English; that he must truly know.) 85 shorthand or Greekthey really do not make much difference. They write, they somehow get printed, and they are forgotten.
For although the interest seems high (and the publicity good), the way of the reformers has been discouraging. They seem to have had little difficulty in concocting spelling systems and alphabets better than the ones we now use; but their total effect has been piddling. The feckless Orm set the pattern.
Why so dismal a record? Surely, it is not hard to point out weaknesses in our present spelling systemand the reformers have done so. They have attacked "silent letters" as in "night," there being more than one way of spelling the same sound, as the .11) sound in "sugar," "schist," "tissue," "machine," "racial," "mention," "session," and the English "connexion"; and they bemoan the years wasted in learning so illogical a system.
(Our spelling, we have been told, accounts for the superiority of the Russians, who haveas we have also been tolda phonetic spelling. however. Granted that we could all agree on the same pronunciation. 5. Previous reforms have not been outstandingly wise: This last negative argument is all I wish to give in favor of our present system. But, for one, the dropping of the -e-in "judgement" has never been fully accepted; the odd combination -dgm-and the wide use of judge have been too strongly against it. The seemingly more innocent dropping of the -ue in the words like "catalogue" has had more success; but even here there is resistance both based on elegance and on the need to restore the -u-in "cataloguing" and "cataloguer." And picnic is now spelled universally without the original final -k although this must be restored in picnicking.
Finally, some words ending in -re (still so spelled in Britain) have been reformed to -er. So we now have meter, theater (often spelled theatre when elegance is wanted); but we have to shift the -rback to its earlier position beside the -twords like metrical. Surely, the drop- But this argument overlooks the fact that the meanings of these borrowed words have often changed also, either since coming into English or in the language from which they were borrowed per-haps as much as the pronunciation. A careful study of what has happened to French words in English (or in French after they had been borrowed into English) might well favor a spelling that obscured a relationship that is as misleading as it is helpful.
11. Reformed spelling would obscure the relationships of English wards to each other: Within the English language itself, the objections to obscuring the etymology of a word are more valid. There are quite a few series of words of like mean-JOURNAL ing, now connected by their spellings, that would find themselves widely separated if they were spelled phonetically. The different pronunciations in English of the Greek stem path-, for one: "pathos," "pathetic," and "telepathy" are very different. Likewise, the spelling of the differently pronounced Greek prefix tele-in "telepathy" and "telegram" now keeps these words together in a way that reformed spelling would not. In short, our present spelling is of some use for vocabulary building and recognition (as well as for listings in dictionaries); reformed spelling is not.
But the foregoing arguments against spelling reform I have admitted to be minor. I do not consider the rest of these so:
12. If spelling is to be reformed to reflect pronunciation, whose pronunciation is to be reflected? Possibly, Americans may choose to overlook the pronunciations of the English, Scots, and Irish; certainly' many of our reformed spellings would be no reform for them. Even the "silent -gb-" is pronounced in some Scottish dialects, making a "reform" like nite for night or tho for though quite useless, even downright confusing. Justly, then, So far as stress goes, I myself vary the phrase spelled don't you in three major ways. I may say, rather infrequently, dohnt you, but 1 more usually say dohn chew or dohn chuh, evenand without apologydohn cher. Our present spelling suits all of these well enough; a phonetic spelling would force me to choose, time after time, from three or four possibilities, or it would not be phonetic. For another example, we generally pronounce the in two different ways. The rule is to say something like throb before consonants (thuh cake), thee before vowels (thee apple). But thee is also used before consonants when there is a heavy stress: "That was thee Mr. Jones, Chairman of the Board!" So far as illustrating spellin(j affected by context goes, the rule of thrth before consonants, thee before vowels offers one good example. An even better ore, however, can be found in the pronunciation of the so-called "vowel r" of many English, Eastern, and Southern speakers. For some of these speakers, this r, found after vowels in such words as "far," "hard," and "word" (not before vowels, as in "red," "scrape") has gone; for these speakers far is regularly fah or fa-uh. For others, mostly those in the Northeastern dialects, including many New Yorkers, this r will not be pronounced in some places, but it is pronounced in others. If car, for example, is followed by a consonant, these speakers normally say cab: "His cab was wrecked." But if the next word begins with a vowel, then they say car: "His car is (or frquently cab riz) fixed." Moreover, they use car when the word is given heavy stress: "Call that "Novuh (Lou Nova) comes into the center of the ring." "Novuh hits Louis!" "Nover is hurt!" The same dialectal trait was shown in President Kennedy's pronunciation of Cuba. And when we, for I am of this dialect, get excited, we all say: "What's the big ideer!" It is very hard for us' to remember that what is called "dropping r's" is considered elegant by many speakers who normally do not drop them, but that the same group usually considers that adding r's to words like idea is vulgar and uneducated. Both the dropping and the adding come from the same speech habits.
Further, some like the late Fred Allen will put is into words that have an "ay) sound"; they pretty regularly say orfu/ (spelled awful) and pronounce orphan and often identically (or fin). Most of us in public places try to avoid this; too many do not like it. Probably we could manage to avoid it in our writing also, but not if we spell phonetically.
In such pronunciations as these, it can be hard to tell whether one will be praised or damned. the example I have just given of the "vowel r" and of some of the reactions to it might well be enough. But for a couple of examples more. Witness the horror, first, that is occasioned by the "dropping of the -g" (which in reality was never there phonetically) in such present participles as "hoping" (hopin). Yet the pronunciations hopin, goin, and the like, are both ancient and to be expected phonetically. Those who "drop the -g" do so in unstressed syllables only, keeping singin and sinnin quite distinct their speech at least. A like bit of criticism sometimes arises over the question of elegance as opposed to sloppy pronunciation in the beginning sounds of such words as "which," "when," and "why." Some keep which and witch distinct; others do not. Largely the preference here seems to belong to one's own pronunciation, permitting the other possibility to be labelled either "over-fastidious" or "Slurvian"whichever suits one best.
But in all seriousness, must those who are said to sin with r, -ing, and wh-confess their errors in their spelling? Or must they spell "phonetically"even though it is the phonetics of another's speechlest they (even those who are Harvard graduates) be considered uneducated by someone from Indianapolis?
15. Phonetic spelling is difficult: Perhaps this is obvious by now. But it might be well to keep in mind the new British spelling system, Anglic, that is meant for the use of children. In this, purportedly phonetic, representation, the letter e serves for quite different sounds in rcti, her and the; the letter o serves for both not and for; for most speakers the or in for and the eor in George are identical, but in this phonetic spelling for is spelk I for, keeping its -or unchanged; George, however, is metamorphosed into jaudz, losing both o and r (but both r's are kept in "Bernard" It appears then that the only way to ultimate reformif that is what we must havewill be the acceptance of a gradual infiltration of new spellings as the demand for them becomes overwhelming. Rather than "phonetics" only one thing is really needed to implement this infiltration: the removal of the emphasis we now place on a fixed, "correct" spelling. If Shakespeare could write as he did and still feel free to vary the spelling of his own name, why must we, the slaves of the spelling bee, now place so much weight on to versus too; their versus thier? If we cared less, our spelling would improve more.
Or we can continue doing much as we have done, using the dictionary to check our spellingat least not having to worry over whether we have to look up a word in a spelling that accords with the pronunciation patterns of Massachusetts or Iowa. 
